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REMARKS 

This Amendment is in response to the Official Action mailed 
August 10, 2006, the shortened period of time for responding 
being set to expire on November 10, 2006. Claims 17-20, 24-32, 
36-40, and 53-56 are currently pending in the application. 

In accordance with the Examiner's suggestion, Applicants 
have deleted "453633_1.DOC" from the Abstract. Applicants 
contend that the Examiner's objection to the Abstract is now 
overcome. 

The Examiner has rejected all of the pending claims based 
on the combination of U.S. Patent No. 6, 294,139 to Vicard 
("Vicard") with five (5) other references. The Examiner 

contends that Vicard discloses maintaining a portion of the 
ozone injection zone substantially free of liquid, and that 
Vicard, in combination with the other references, renders the 
claims obvious. This is the only reference said to possess such 
a feature, which is at the heart of the claimed invention. For 
the following reasons, Applicants contend that Vicard does not 
teach or suggest the presence of a substantially droplet-free 
zone and that the combination of Vicard and the other references 
cited by the Examiner fails to teach or suggest all of the 
limitations of Applicants 1 claimed invention. 

Applicants' claimed invention teaches the introduction of 
ozone to achieve the removal of harmful pollutants. Applicants 
recognized that in order for the desired ozone reactions to 
occur, the reactions must take place in the gas. See 
Application, Paras. 75-76. Accordingly, the invention concerns 
providing for the ozone reactions to occur in a substantially 
droplet-free zone. If droplets were indeed present in the ozone 
injection and retention zone, the ozone would be absorbed and 
consumed into the droplets and no reaction or a less efficient 
reaction would take place. 
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In stark contrast, Vicard does not teach or suggest the 
creation of a substantially droplet-free zone in order to allow 
reactions to occur. The system of Vicard was used commercially 
more than one year prior to the filing date of the present 
application, and used a nozzle of the type used in connection 
with the present invention. Nevertheless, Vicard teaches that 
in order for the reactions to occur, the pollutants are oxidized 
on the surface of the droplets. See Abstract and Col . 3 

11.59-65. That is, Vicard relies on the presence of liquid for 
the reactions to occur. Vicard therefore does not teach or 
suggest the use of the nozzle in such a manner or arrangement so 
as to establish a substantially droplet-free zone. Rather, due 
to the desire for the reactions to occur on the surface of the 
droplets, Vicard, in fact, teaches away from a substantially 
droplet-free or liquid-free zone. Thus, regardless of what the 
figure of Vicard appears to show, there is no substantially 
droplet-free zone, and certainly no ozone injected into a 
substantially droplet-free zone. 

Furthermore, it should be appreciated that the reaction 
disclosed in Vicard teaches oxidizing NO (nitrogen oxide) to N0 2 
(nitrogen dioxide), wherein N0 2 is eventually absorbed. Col . 4 
11.1-3. In the present invention, 0 3 (ozone) is the catalyst 
which converts both NO and N0 2 to N 2 0 5 , and then to nitric acid, 
HN0 3 , which is then absorbed. Application, Para. 68. Thus, in 
the present invention, the additional step of converting the 
nitrogen compounds into nitric acid requires a method of 
conversion (i.e., the presence of a substantially droplet-free 
zone) which differs from Vicard. 

Insofar as the Vicard reference is relied upon for teaching 
a substantially droplet-free zone into which ozone is injected 
and is the only reference relied on for this feature of the 
claims, the §103 rejection based on five (5) references must 
fail. Even if there were a motivation or suggestion to combine 
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these five (5) references, which is not at all admitted, the 
Vicard reference simply fails to provide the feature of the 
claimed invention sought to be fulfilled pursuant to the 
rejection. Therefore, the rejection fails to teach the 

invention, even if it were properly combined. 

It is further noted that simply spraying away from the 
center is not enough to render a chamber having a substantially 
droplet-free zone. Thus, any references which may appear to 
possess this feature cannot be said to have it without a 
specific teaching of a substantially droplet-free zone. 

Accordingly, the §103 rejection of each claim in this case 
has been overcome, at least by reason of the above. 

As it is believed that all of the rejections set forth in 
the Official Action have been fully met, favorable 
reconsideration and allowance are earnestly solicited. If, 
however, for any reason the Examiner does not believe that such 
action can be taken at this time, it is respectfully requested 
that he telephone Applicants' attorney at (908) 654-5000 in 
order to overcome any additional objections which he might have. 

If there are any additional charges in connection with this 
requested amendment, the Examiner is authorized to charge 
Deposit Account No. 12-1095 therefor. 



Dated: November 10, 2006 



Respectfully submitted, 

By LvpssLX cJA Qyf>*£Z«' 

April M. Capati 
Registration No.: 54,298 
LERNER, DAVID, LITTENBERG, 

KRUMHOLZ 6c MENTLIK, LLP 
600 South Avenue West 
Westfield, New Jersey 07090 
(908) 654-5000 
Attorney for Applicants 
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